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ABSTRACT 
Workplace mistreatment, such as discrimination, bullying, and incivility, affect thousands of 
individuals annually and cost U.S. organizations up into the billions of dollars each year in 
settlement costs, lost employee productivity, and poor employee health. Given the pervasive cost 
and prevalence of workplace mistreatment, research on this subject remains important. The 
purpose of the current research is to provide academics, practitioners, and policy makers with a 
comprehensive understanding of the nature of perceived workplace mistreatment by determining 
if subgroups (e.g. men versus women) within individual difference groups (sex, race, age, and 
organizational tenure) differ in  magnitude of  perceived workplace mistreatment. Meta-analytic 
methods were used to determine if and to what degree subgroups differences in perceived 
workplace mistreatment exist. Mistreatment type (e.g. bullying, harassment, incivility), source of 
mistreatment, and measurement item type and response scale were examined as potential 
moderators of these differences. The results suggest that there are minimal differences between 
subgroups of individual difference groups in the perception of workplace mistreatment, 
regardless of mistreatment type, mistreatment source, or mistreatment measure. Theoretical and 
practical implications of this research are discussed in addition to limitations and suggestions for 
future research.  
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Perceived workplace mistreatment is a stream of research that examines many types of 
negative acts against a person as perceived by the recipient, including harassment, 
discrimination, bullying, abusive supervision, incivility, ostracism, aggression, and violence. 
While each of these types of mistreatment can be considered negative behaviors, they can differ 
in terms of severity, perpetrator source, and motive and as such, workplace mistreatment is not 
necessarily a single latent construct. In addition, the term “perceived mistreatment”, which will 
be used throughout the paper, implies that an individual who endorses the behavioral items 
common in mistreatment scales actually feels mistreated. However, this may not be the case, 
meaning an individual may endorse a mistreatment item as something he or she has experienced, 
but may not associate said behavior with mistreatment. For example, the item “Have you ever 
been in a situation where a supervisor or coworker told suggestive stories” (Sexual Experiences 
Questionnaire-Revised [Fitzgerald, Gelfland, & Drasgow, 1995]) may be a behavior the 
respondent experienced, but he or she may view this behavior as camaraderie rather than 
harassment. Despite this issue, self-report measures of perceived mistreatment typically have 
strong psychometric properties (e.g. Negative Acts Questionnaire [NAQ, Einarsen, Hoel, & 
Notelaers, 2009]) and serve as the best available proxy for experiences of perceived mistreatment 
in the workplace due to the difficulty of capturing mistreatment in the act and recording the 
incidents.  
All types of workplace mistreatment appear to have a negative impact on the employee 
and the organization (e.g. Herschcovis & Barling, 2010; Nielsen & Einarsen, 2012; Willness, 
Steel, & Lee, 2007). For example, in 2011 over 11 thousand sexual harassment cases were filed 
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with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC, 2013) at a cost of over $52 
million in settlements. Additional costs include employee work withdrawal, ill health, and 
decreased organizational commitment (Willness, Steel, & Lee, 2007).  Discrimination is also 
associated with negative mental and physical health effects (Jones, Peddie, Gilrane, King, & 
Gray, 2013; Pascoe & Richman, 2009) and 2012 saw over 22 thousand age discrimination cases 
(at costs of $91.6 million) and over 30 thousand sex discrimination cases ($137.8 million; 
EEOC, 2013). Similarly, workplace bullying has an estimated global prevalence rate ranging 
from 11% to 18% (Nielsen, Matthiesen, & Einarsen, 2010) and is associated with numerous 
negative effects for the employees, organizations, and society as a whole (Hoel, Sheehan, 
Cooper, & Einarsen, 2011; Høgh, Mikkelsen, & Hansen, 2011). In the United States, abusive 
supervision is reported to affect about 13.6% of workers (Tepper, 2007) which costs 
organizations $23.8 billion per year due to negative effects such as higher absenteeism, increased 
turnover, and decreased productivity (Tepper, Duffy, Henle, & Lambert, 2006). It is obvious that 
workplace mistreatment is a pervasive and costly occurrence in organizations worldwide. 
Despite attempts to curtail these behaviors (e.g. Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 
1967), various forms of workplace mistreatment still occur to the detriment of the employee and 
organization.  
In light of these negative consequences associated with mistreatment, it is paramount for 
organizations to make efforts to reduce employees’ experiences of perceived mistreatment. As 
such, further research into the intricacies of mistreatment is important. Just as taking medication 
which targets specific symptoms is more effective than broad spectrum medication, mistreatment 
interventions which target antecedents and consequences unique to specific groups will likely be 
more effective than overarching interventions. However, it is currently unclear how workplace 
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mistreatment is perceived differently between such groups. This study is a first step to determine 
if differences in the perception of workplace mistreatment exist between subgroups of several 
individual difference groups (sex, race, age, and organizational tenure). This data may be 
beneficial in the design of targeted organizational interventions, in the development of more 
valid mistreatment measures, and in future studies in general which focus on mistreatment from 
the perspective of a particular group. It is also important to note that if a particular group, such as 
women, perceives more workplace mistreatment, these employees are more likely to experience 
negative consequences, such as ill health (e.g. Jones, Peddie, Gilrane, King, & Gray, 2013), in 
comparison to men. The long term effect of this difference for the organization could include 
higher turnover and absenteeism (e.g. Tepper, Duffy, Henle, & Lambert, 2006) for women in 
particular. This disparate impact could have legal implications for the organization in the case of 
sex, race, and age differences. Finally, if the data supports the proposition that particular 
subgroups experience more perceived mistreatment, this suggests discrimination is occurring 
despite laws and regulations to prevent it (i.e. if more women experience perceived mistreatment 
than men this would support the notion that discrimination occurs in the workplace because it 
implies that treatment differs based on group membership [EEOC, 2013]). However, this meta-
analysis may demonstrate that subgroup differences in perceived workplace mistreatment are 
negligible. In this scenario, research may benefit from a more broad approach to perceived 
workplace mistreatment rather than a focus on specific subgroup differences. 
This research contributes to the literature in three ways. First, this is the only 
comprehensive meta-analytic examination of subgroup differences in workplace mistreatment as 
perceived by the recipient. Numerous meta-analyses exist that examine specific types of 
mistreatment (e.g. harassment, discrimination, bullying) and related workplace outcomes (e.g. 
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well-being, performance; e.g. Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Jones et al., 2013; Nielsen & Einarsen, 
2012; Schyns & Schilling, 2013), although this work has ignored subgroup differences in 
perceived workplace mistreatment. Moreover, three prior meta-analyses have specifically 
examined sex subgroup differences in the extent to which individuals identify hypothetical 
behaviors as sexual harassment (Blumenthal, 1998; O’Connor, 1998; Rotundo, Nguyen, & 
Sackett, 2010), but this work has not examined whether sex differences exist in experiences of 
perceived sexual harassment. In contrast to these meta-analyses, the focus of the current study is 
to examine subgroup differences in experiences of perceived workplace mistreatment rather than 
identification of whether certain hypothetical behaviors are or are not mistreatment. Second, I 
seek to examine the extent to which subgroup differences in workplace mistreatment exist within 
four individual difference groups (i.e., sex, race, age, and organizational tenure) and the extent to 
which these differences may vary across many types of mistreatment (e.g., harassment, 
discrimination, bullying, incivility). Finally, the current paper examines several moderators that 
may influence the magnitude of subgroup differences including type of mistreatment, source of 
mistreatment, and mistreatment measurement type.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Exploring Potential Subgroup Differences 
Power is undeniably one of the largest factors that influences the experience of perceived 
workplace mistreatment: the instigator is often a person in a position of higher power who is 
attempting to inflict damage on the victim or the mistreatment is used as means to meet a goal 
(Keashley, 2007; Hershcovis & Barling, 2010; Leymann, 1996; Olweus, 1993). For example, 
abusive supervision is marked by the instigator’s misuse of his or her authority to influence 
others and achieve his or her aims (Schyns & Schilling, 2013). This power differential is not 
restricted to formal organizational power (i.e. supervisor-subordinate relationships) but can also 
occur informally. The role of power will be the main focus of the discussion of subgroup 
differences below, with the addition of several alternative explanations.  
Sex Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment 
 It is important to clarify that for any of the subgroup differences discussed in the current 
paper, potential differences may exist for two reasons: a particular group (e.g. women) may 
actually experience more of a particular type of mistreatment, or a group may perceive more 
mistreatment (i.e. the group will endorse more items of a mistreatment measure regardless of 
whether the mistreatment actually occurred). Either justification may result in subgroup 
differences, but it should be noted that the particular reason cannot be parsed out with current 
measurement methods (i.e., it is impossible to disentangle actual mistreatment from perceived 
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mistreatment). As such, I will discuss each group difference in terms of both rationales, when 
possible.  
 Upon considering sex differences in mistreatment, literature suggests that harassing 
behaviors such as sexual harassment, bullying, and incivility, are based on learned social roles 
(Terpstra & Baker, 1986) and their associated status and power differentials (Keashley, 2007). 
Despite decades of social and legal efforts, men still typically hold positions of higher power in 
the workplace compared to women (Adler, 1994). This naturally occurring higher status may 
allow men to mistreat those with less power (i.e. women) and expect these lower status 
individuals to submit to the mistreatment. There may also be an underlying motivational factor 
tied to power, in that the higher power group desires to retain their status, and as such will use 
harassing behaviors as a way to defend and protect that status (Terpstra & Baker, 1986; Yamada, 
2000). While women undoubtedly engage in harassing behaviors as well, the literature supports 
the more frequent occurrence of women being the target of mistreatment from men (Aggarwal & 
Gupta, 2000; Morris, 1996). This status differential may explain potential subgroup differences 
in that women likely report higher perceived workplace mistreatment because they actually have 
experienced mistreatment more frequently and in wider forms than men.  
An alternative perspective is that individuals in groups who experience more 
mistreatment are likely to become sensitive to and endorse those types of behaviors when 
responding to mistreatment measures. Past experiences are not restricted to only behaviors that 
have been directly experienced by an individual, but may also come about from witnessing 
mistreatment or hearing about mistreatment. Expectations of mistreatment may also be supported 
by women’s typical social role as a lower power group. As a member of this group, the norm is 
endurance of potential mistreatment at the hands of the higher status group. This subjective 
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judgment process, (McKinney, 1994) based on social norms and expectations derived from past 
experiences, may mean that women are more likely to endorse particular items in a measure as 
being mistreatment in comparison to the powerful majority group (men). Men, in contrast, most 
likely experience less mistreatment overall and perceive some forms of mistreatment as 
acceptable behavior that women would not perceive as acceptable (Phinney, Madden, & Santos, 
1998). This suggests that items like the following may be interpreted differently by men and 
women, which can influence whether or not a particular sex indicates that such mistreatment 
occurred: “touched you (for example, put an arm around you) in a way that made you feel 
uncomfortable” (Sexual Experiences Questionnaire; Fitzgerald et al., 1988).  
This supposition is supported by further research which indicates that women are more 
likely than men to identify a broader range of behaviors as harassing (d = .30, Rotundo et al., 
2001; Blumenthal 1998; O’Connor, 1998), although this difference depends on the type of 
behavior (e.g. physical nonsexual contact d = .14, impersonal derogatory attitudes d = .34; 
Rotundo et al., 2001). In addition, women tend to have a broader definition of harassment in 
comparison to men, in that more types of behaviors are seen as harassing (e.g. Fitzgerald & 
Omerod, 1991; Kenig & Ryan, 1986) and women are more likely to perceive a scenario as sexual 
harassment and unwelcome in comparison to male workers (Ohse and Stockdale, 2008). These 
sex differences in identifying behaviors that are considered to be harassing are likely to extend 
into sex differences in experiences of perceived harassment and other types of workplace 
mistreatment (i.e. if women find a broader range of behaviors harassing, they are more likely to 
indicate they have been harassed on harassment measures). In other words, because sexual 
harassment research suggests that men find fewer behaviors to be harassing than women 
(Blumenthal, 1998; O’Connor, 1998; Rotundo et al., 2001), men are less likely to report that they 
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have experienced items in which they must have evaluated a behavior as 
uncomfortable/offensive/etc. However, other researchers have found differing results for 
additional forms of mistreatment: for example, negligible sex differences were found in regards 
to abusive supervision (d = -.06, Harris, Kacmar, & Zivnusku, 2007) but more incivility was 
experienced by men (d = -.41, Lim & Lee, 2011).  
A final explanation of potential sex group differences in perceived workplace 
mistreatment is natural aggressive tendencies: women may experience more perceived workplace 
mistreatment simply because men are more aggressive by nature (Geen, 1990; McFarlin, Fals-
Stewart, Major, & Justice, 2001). As such, men may be more likely to instigate rather than be a 
target of mistreatment (Dupre & Barling, 2006; Eagley & Steffan, 1986) although the target may 
be male or female. Also, who the instigator is may be dependent on the type of mistreatment 
under examination: it may be that men are more often aggressive towards other men, and that 
men engage in physical aggression rather than emotional aggression (Barling, Dupre, & 
Kelloway, 2009). Altogether, this suggests that while men are more likely instigators of 
mistreatment due to natural aggressive tendencies, this difference may be moderated by the type 
of mistreatment under examination.  
In summary, theory suggests that subgroup differences in perceived workplace 
mistreatment between men and women may come about for three reasons: first, social norms and 
their associated power differentials suggest that women may more often be a target of 
mistreatment. Second, the tendency of women to be the more frequent victim of mistreatment 
may sensitize this group to be more likely to endorse mistreatment items as behaviors she has 
endured. Finally, men may naturally be more aggressive and hence are more likely to be the 
instigator than the target of mistreatment. Further examination of the extent of sex differences in 
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the perception of various types of workplace mistreatment is merited and theory suggests that 
women may be more likely to experience perceived workplace mistreatment in comparison to 
men. Therefore,  
H1: Women will experience more perceived workplace mistreatment than men.  
Race/Ethnicity Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment 
Potential race group differences in perceived workplace mistreatment may be due to very 
similar reasons as sex differences in perceived workplace mistreatment: social norm-based 
power differentials and past experiences likely cause race differences in perceived workplace 
mistreatment. That is, the concept of harassing behaviors occurring due to status and power 
differentials (Keashley, 2007; Terpstra & Baker, 1986) is highly relevant to racial groups as well. 
It may be that the group with typically less status and power (minority racial groups) are seen as 
easier to take advantage of and mistreat by the higher status group (majority racial group). This 
points to the possibility that minority groups experience more mistreatment, which suggests race 
differences in the reported perception of workplace mistreatment between Whites and minorities. 
In addition, past experience with mistreatment (direct or indirect) may influence the minority 
individual’s perceived future encounters with mistreatment in that they will be more sensitive to 
and more likely to perceive a wide variety of behaviors as mistreatment (Pinel, 1999). 
An alternate explanation involves the victim precipitation model of social interactions. 
This model suggests that certain individuals or groups are more likely to be victims of 
mistreatment because they are perceived to possess characteristics that make them vulnerable to 
or deserving of mistreatment (Felson & Steadman, 1983; Hepburn, 1973). It is possible that a 
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pervasive group stereotype, such as perceived aggressiveness or submissiveness, may result in 
more frequent mistreatment being targeted at individuals who belong to the stereotyped group. 
This theory is also supported by Hodson, Roscigno, and Lopez (2006) who suggest that ethnicity 
is a visible marker of perceived vulnerability. This perceived vulnerability is most likely caused 
by the lower power associated with minority groups (Keashley, 2007; Terpstra & Baker, 1986).  
Race differences in perceived workplace mistreatment have not been the primary focus of 
extant research, and any such differences are typically found in the form of control variable 
correlates. However, a substantial amount of research has included such variables, and suggests 
that racial differences are small. For example, Raver and Nishii (2010) found minorities reported 
slightly more harassment than whites (d = .14), more bullying was reported by minorities than 
Whites (d = .21; Quine 2002), and Blacks perceived more discrimination in the workplace is 
comparison to Whites (d = .16; Deitch et al., 2003).  
Altogether, there are three reasons as to why racial subgroup differences in perceived 
workplace mistreatment may occur. Again, social norm based power differentials may put racial 
minorities in a position of vulnerability that results in minorities being a more frequent target of 
mistreatment. Second, past experiences with mistreatment may sensitize minority groups in that 
they are more likely to endorse mistreatment items as behaviors they have encountered at work. 
Third, the victim precipitation model of social interactions suggests that a pervasive minority 
group stereotype may result in more frequent mistreatment targeted at minority individuals. 
Research and theory suggest that minority racial groups may experience more perceived 
workplace mistreatment than the White majority group. In other words,  
H2: Minority racial groups will experience more perceived workplace mistreatment than  
the majority White group. 
  
 
11 
Age Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment 
There is a paucity of research that examines potential differences in the extent to which 
various age groups have experienced perceived workplace mistreatment, although some research 
suggests that age differences in perceived mistreatment may come about for two reasons: life 
experience and power differentials.  A first explanation for potential age group differences is that 
as people age and have more life experiences, what they have learned from those experiences 
(such as mistreatment) are incorporated into their schemas (Nelson & Keith, 1990). This means 
that older individuals perhaps have a more narrow view of what behaviors can be called 
mistreatment whereas younger workers, who likely have had fewer encounters with 
mistreatment, will have a broad definition of and categorize various behaviors as mistreatment 
more often. In a similar sense, research suggests that as people age, they develop a more 
conservative stance on social issues (Furnham, 1985; Truett, 1993). In this case, it may be that 
older, more conservative employees have a less open-minded perspective on what behaviors they 
consider to be mistreatment. Therefore, younger workers will have a more inclusive definition of 
mistreatment and be more likely to report an experience of perceived workplace mistreatment.  
Second, the concept of social norms and power differentials (Terpstra & Baker, 1986; Keashley, 
2007) may cause younger workers to be exposed to more mistreatment due to their lower relative 
power. Older, more experienced workers will likely have higher expertise in comparison to 
younger workers, which creates an expert power differential (French & Raven, 1959). This 
indicates that younger, less powerful workers may experience and report more mistreatment. 
However, research again typically focuses on age differences as a control variable and tends to 
find small group differences: Sliter (2013; incivility) and Gerrity (2000; sexual harassment) both 
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found a small difference where younger individuals experienced slightly more mistreatment than 
older individuals (r = -.24). Also, Ferris (2008) found negligible differences in terms of 
ostracism (r = .01). 
In summation, age differences in perceived workplace discrimination may result for the 
following reasons: first, life experience may cause older individuals to have a narrow definition 
of mistreatment. This suggests that older and/or more conservative victims are less likely to 
endorse mistreatments items as being behaviors they have experienced at work. Second, the 
increased expertise of older individuals may create a power differential in that younger 
employees are more likely to experience mistreatment.  Altogether, it appears that younger 
individuals may be more likely to experience perceived workplace mistreatment in comparison 
to older workers: 
H3: Younger workers will experience more perceived workplace mistreatment than  
older workers.  
Organizational Tenure Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment 
It should be noted that the current paper seeks to examine workplace mistreatment 
differences in organizational tenure rather than job tenure or supervisor tenure because tenure 
with the organization is more indicative of socialization (i.e., those who are new to the 
organization – as opposed to those who are new to their current position – will experience a 
power differential that may result in more experiences of workplace mistreatment).  
In accordance with the previously discussed influence of social norms and group status, 
group differences in length of organizational tenure may impact perceived workplace 
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mistreatment. Those who have been with an organization longer may feel that they are in a 
higher position of power based on time seniority, which entitles them to mistreat colleagues with 
shorter tenure and less experience (Keashley, 2007; Terpstra & Baker, 1986). Individuals with 
longer tenure may also have become accustomed to the culture/climate of the organization and 
know what is acceptable behavior. This may result in a more narrow definition of what 
mistreatment entails for these individuals, leading them to endorse fewer mistreatment items as 
constituting mistreatment. The phenomenon of expert power also applies in the case of 
organizational tenure: typically an individual who has been with an organization longer will have 
more knowledge and proficiency in organizational tasks and hold expert power over individuals 
who have a shorter tenure (French & Raven, 1959). This power differential may result in the 
higher tenured individuals being perpetrators of mistreatment rather than targets of mistreatment.  
 Extant literature has not directly examined subgroup differences for organizational tenure 
in terms of perceived workplace mistreatment: tenure is considered a control variable. This 
research suggests relatively small differences: Beaver (1999) found that people with less tenure 
reported more workplace violence in comparison to workers with more tenure (r = -.12), Harris 
et al. (2007) found negligible tenure differences for abusive supervision (r = .03), and Glomb and 
Liao (2003) found that workers with longer tenure reported slightly more workplace aggression 
than workers with shorter tenure (r = .20).  
In review, the length of an employee’s organizational tenure may impact the employee’s 
perceived workplace mistreatment in two ways. First, power differentials based on seniority or 
the perceived increase in knowledge and proficiency of the longer tenured employee may cause 
these individuals to be the instigator of mistreatment rather than the target. Second, individuals 
with longer tenure may have grown more accustomed to the organizational climate and as such, 
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may have a better understanding of acceptable behavior. Therefore, they are more likely to 
endorse a narrower list of mistreatment items as behaviors they have experienced in comparison 
to shorter tenured individuals. Further examination is needed for a better understanding of 
potential differences between individuals with shorter and longer organizational tenure. 
However, theory suggests that individuals with a shorter tenure are more likely to experience 
perceived workplace mistreatment in comparison to their higher tenured coworkers.  
H4: Employees who have less tenure will experience more perceived workplace 
mistreatment than employees who have longer tenure.  
Moderator Variables 
 Several moderators will be examined in an effort to account for additional variance in 
subgroup differences in the perception of workplace mistreatment. These moderators include the 
type of mistreatment, the source of mistreatment, and the type of measure used in the study. 
Mistreatment Type 
 Potential subgroup differences in the perception of workplace mistreatment may be 
impacted by the type of mistreatment involved. This moderation may occur for two main 
reasons: perceived workplace mistreatment depends on the level of behavior ambiguity and 
mistreatment types differ in their tie to group identity. First, Rotundo et al. (2001) found in the 
case of sexual harassment that differences in perception between men and women varied 
depending on what type of sexually harassing behavior was involved. That is, behaviors that can 
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be classified as contributing to a hostile work environment (less severe and more ambiguous 
behaviors in comparison to extreme forms of mistreatment) tend to have larger subgroup 
differences in the perception of sexual harassment (Frazier, Cochran, & Olson, 1995; Gutek & 
O'Connor, 1995). In parallel, this suggests that more ambiguous types of mistreatment may be 
related to higher subgroup differences. This is likely because lower power groups (e.g. women, 
Morris, 1996), who typically experience more mistreatment than the higher power group and 
become sensitive to mistreating behaviors (Pinel, 1999), interpret ambiguous behaviors to be 
mistreatment because they expect mistreatment. For example, ostracism is ambiguous because 
the behavior can be attributed to various motives and as such, ostracizing behaviors may be more 
often interpreted and reported as mistreatment by lower power groups which would result in 
larger subgroup differences in comparison to the experience of less ambiguous forms of 
mistreatment such as violence. However, clearly differentiating between more and less 
ambiguous types of mistreatment is difficult due to the variety of definitions that exist and 
overlap among mistreatment types, but examination of subgroup differences at the mistreatment 
type level may reveal a clearer pattern in relation to ambiguity. 
 On a similar note, the construct of general workplace harassment is quite broad and 
encompasses many forms of mistreatment including incivility, bullying, and emotional abuse 
(Raver & Nishii, 2010). The motivations of the perpetrators of these behaviors are often varied 
and vague. However, a different point of view suggests that group differences for mistreatment 
will not appear unless the mistreatment is discriminatory or group specific. In that case, one 
group will report more mistreatment than other groups (Cortina, 2008; Rowe, 1990). Social 
identity harassment, or harassing behaviors that target an individual’s membership in a group 
that is integral to their social identity (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Tajfel & Turner, 1985), could 
  
 
16 
also explain why ambiguous behaviors may result in smaller group differences in the perception 
of mistreatment. This alternate view of ambiguity indicates that mistreatment which is not related 
to group membership, such as abusive supervision or bullying, may result in negligible group 
differences. 
In summary, subgroup differences in the perception of workplace harassment may be 
moderated by the type of mistreatment for two reasons: first, mistreatment that is more 
ambiguous is more likely to result in larger subgroup differences. Second, mistreatment that is 
targeted at a subgroup’s identity (i.e. less ambiguous) may also be more likely to result in larger 
subgroup differences in perceived workplace mistreatment. These opposing explanations lead to 
the following research question: Does the magnitude of subgroup differences vary across the 
type of mistreatment? 
Source of Mistreatment 
Herschcovis et al. (2007) suggest that if researchers do not examine the source of 
mistreatment, they may miss the true effect of workplace mistreatment. This is because the 
magnitude of effect sizes in relation to workplace mistreatment varies depending on the source of 
the mistreatment. Individuals most likely respond differently to mistreatment from supervisors, 
coworkers, and organizational outsiders and as such, each source may require different attention 
from and prevention by the organization (Hershcovis and Barling, 2010).  
 Difference in status is thought to be the main reason behind the differing effects of 
mistreatment source. Mistreatment from an instigator who has formal authority over the victim is 
seen differently from the victim’s perspective (Rotundo et al., 2001) than an instigator who is of 
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equal or lesser authority. This may occur because the victim feels that an instigator of higher 
authority has the right to mistreat the victim. In other words, social norms may prescribe an 
expectation of mistreatment from supervisors such that different subgroups more easily agree as 
to what behaviors falls under mistreatment. The opposite perspective may occur when the 
instigator is of equal or lower status (Fitzgerald, Weitzman, Gold, & Ormerod, 1988) since social 
norms would promote respect or mutual support rather than mistreatment from subordinates or 
peers.  Research suggests that there may even been no group differences if the source is of equal 
status, but that there is typically more agreement as to what constitutes mistreatment from a 
superior  than for a peer (d = .26 versus .42; Rotundo et al., 2001). 
Mistreatment from outsiders may also be impacted by a power differential. In the case of 
individuals whom the employee serves, such as customers, clients, the public, and students, it is 
possible that these organizational outsiders are given higher (informal) power over the employee. 
This may occur due to social norms (e.g. the customer is always right) or authorized by the 
organization and so is perceived as part of the job by employees (Fullerton & Punj, 2004). This 
creates a common scenario where outsiders are the higher power group and results in relatively 
high agreement among subgroups as to what constitutes mistreatment from this group (Yagil, 
2008).  
Altogether, research and theory suggest that the source of mistreatment will affect the 
magnitude of subgroup differences in perceived workplace mistreatment. This is largely due to 
status differences between the target and the instigator: an instigator of higher authority will most 
likely result in smaller subgroup differences whereas mistreatment by a peer will result in larger 
subgroup differences. Organizational outsiders hold informal authority over employees, although 
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the extent of subgroup differences in unknown.  This leads to the following research question: 
Does the magnitude of subgroup differences vary across the source of mistreatment? 
Measurement Type 
The type of measure used to assess perceived workplace mistreatment may affect the 
strength of subgroup differences. Typical mistreatment measures involve the use of either a 
behavioral checklist or direct questions. For example, Chan, Lam, Chow, and Cheung (2008) 
found in their meta-analysis that studies which used a behavioral checklist (respondents are 
given a list of offensive behaviors and asked if these have been experienced) measure showed a 
significantly stronger relationship between sexual harassment and job satisfaction in comparison 
to a direct question measure (e.g. “Have you ever been sexually harassed?”). Differences were 
also found by Nielsen and Einarsen (2010) who uncovered that reported experiences of 
workplace bullying using the behavioral checklist method were significantly higher than a self-
labeling method using a definition. In addition, mistreatment literature indicates that few people 
will self-label as a victim of mistreatment when directly asked (Fitzgerald, 1987; Munson, 
Miner, & Hulin, 2001). In comparison, a behavioral checklist is considered a multiple-indicator 
method and often accounts for more variance in responses and has higher reliability than a single 
item measure, such as a direct question (Cooper & Richardson, 1986). This is likely due to the 
complex nature of mistreatment which can be better captured within multiple items and an 
increased likelihood of responses to items that do not explicitly mention the type of mistreatment 
under study. The restriction of range in responses to direct questions could mask possible 
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subgroup differences in the perception of workplace mistreatment. Therefore, I posit the 
following: 
H4: The magnitude of subgroup differences in perceived workplace mistreatment will be  
moderated by the measurement type such that subgroup differences for studies using  
behavioral checklists will be larger than studies which use direct question measures.  
Measures of workplace mistreatment also vary in the response scale. These scales include 
a frequency Likert scale (e.g. 5-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) never to (5) always), an 
intensity Likert scale (e.g. 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly 
agree), and a yes/no response scale. Extant research has not examined this particular aspect of 
measurement as a moderator, however, it is expected that each type of scale may elicit different 
respondent mindsets and responses. First, a frequency scale is more explicit and behaviorally 
based than an intensity scale: the respondent can think back and count occurrences of a behavior 
in the given time frame. In comparison, intensity refers to the degree of severity experienced by 
the respondent overall, rather than explicit behavioral counts. An intensity scale is more likely to 
result in group differences because first, mistreatment is a fairly rare occurrence which may 
cause range restriction in the responses to the number of experiences in a time frame and 
suppress group differences. Second, subgroups may perceive mistreatment differently in terms of 
overall severity in that one major incident is enough to cause a one group to endorse “strongly 
agree” when asked about that type of incident where the other group may not endorse such 
strong severity.  As previously mentioned, yes/no responses to direct questions in particular tend 
to be endorsed less frequently (Fitzgerald, 1987) which suggests a yes/no response scale may 
elicit the weakest subgroup differences. In accordance with the above line of thought, I propose 
hypothesis five: 
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H5:  The magnitude of subgroup differences in perceived workplace mistreatment will be  
moderated by the response scale such that subgroup differences will be largest for  
studies using intensity scales, second largest for frequency scales, and smallest for yes/no  
scales.  
In summary, this meta-analysis examines potential subgroup differences within 
individual difference groups (sex, race, age, and tenure) in the experience of perceived 
workplace mistreatment. Although these differences are most likely in large part due to power 
differentials, alternative theories and explanations were explored. Finally, the potential 
moderating effects of mistreatment type, mistreatment source, and mistreatment measure were 
examined. Altogether, this meta-analysis aims to a more comprehensive understanding of 
perceived workplace mistreatment which would be useful in guiding researchers and 
practitioners in a direction which targets specific antecedents and consequences of mistreatment 
unique to particular subgroups. 
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHOD 
Literature Search 
A search for empirical studies that examined workplace mistreatment was conducted in 
PsycINFO and Dissertations Abstracts International for all available years through 2013. The 
past five years of available conference proceedings for three professional organizations (Society 
for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Academy of Management, and Society for 
Personality and Social Psychology) were searched as well. The following key words and relevant 
permutations were used to search for mistreatment studies: harassment, discrimination, 
aggression, hostility, violence, deviance, bullying, incivility, mistreatment, ostracism, assault, 
abuse, and victimization. A search was also conducted for meta-analyses that examined these 
types of mistreatment. The reference sections of these 14 meta-analyses were examined for 
additional eligible studies.  
Inclusion Criteria 
A study was included if it examined a sample of individuals who were employed at the 
time of the mistreatment and experienced mistreatment in the workplace. Studies that used 
laboratory experiments or hypothetical vignettes were not included. A study was also included if 
it published an effect size for a subgroup difference in received mistreatment (i.e., instigated 
mistreatment was excluded), including Cohen’s d, Pearson’s r, and any effect sizes that could be 
converted to d or r. It was also required that the study examined and measured experiences of 
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perceived workplace mistreatment, which excluded studies using an objective measure of 
mistreatment (e.g. number of sexual harassment cases filed with the EEOC for an organization). 
Effect sizes were only included if they represented individual level mistreatment; any group-
level mistreatment effect sizes were excluded. Both published and unpublished data were 
included if it met the above requirements. This yielded 222 studies (N = 185,441) eligible to be 
included in the meta-analysis. The included studies are marked with an asterisk in the reference 
section. 
Data Coding Procedures 
 All included studies were coded first for sample characteristics including sample size, 
publication status, and publication year. Sample demographics were coded where possible and 
included sex ratio, age, organizational tenure, race, annual income, marital status, sexual 
orientation, disability status, body mass index, education level, and national origin. Relevant 
information in regards to group differences was coded as well: mistreatment source, type, and 
reliability, group difference type, and effect size. The author independently coded all studies 
included in this meta-analysis.  
Meta-Analytic Procedures 
Meta-analyses were conducted using the Hunter and Schmidt’s (2004) procedures. d and 
r were corrected for unreliability in the mistreatment measure using artifact distributions 
(internal consistency only). The d statistic was used to compare the differences between 
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subgroups for sex and race. The r statistic was used to examine differences in age and 
organizational tenure subgroups, as these variables are continuous. When examining the effect 
sizes, a d of .20, .50, and .80 is considered, small, moderate, and large, respectively (Cohen, 
1988) with a positive d suggesting that women or minorities experience more perceived 
workplace mistreatment, and a negative d suggesting that men or Whites experience more 
perceived workplace mistreatment. In terms of age and tenure, an r of .10, .30, and .50 is 
considered small, moderate, and large, respectively (Cohen, 1988) with a positive value 
indicating that older or more tenured individuals experience more perceived workplace 
mistreatment and a negative value indicating younger or less tenured workers experience more 
perceived workplace mistreatment. 
 d statistics were converted to r in order to correct for unreliability in the mistreatment 
measure and also to calculate the confidence and credibility intervals. These data were then 
transformed back into d for data reporting (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). Of the 155 studies which 
reported sex differences, 80% used r and 0% used d. Of the 51 studies which reported race 
differences, 70.59% used r and 3.92% used d.  
The following statistics were converted from their original form to d or r for subgroup 
comparisons: means and standard deviations, t tests, one way ANOVA F tests, and chi square 
statistics. Composites were calculated in the case where subtests of a mistreatment type were 
reported rather than differences for the mistreatment overall (e.g. group differences for personal 
derogation, social exclusion, and physical abuse were reported rather than bullying overall). In 
the scenario where intercorrelations between the subtests were not available, an average was 
used. Composite alpha reliabilities were calculated using the Spearman Brown formula. In the 
scenario where no reliability was reported for any of the effect sizes included in given meta-
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analysis, the mean reliability of all studies included in the overall subgroup difference meta-
analysis was imputed as the artifact distribution.  
To determine accuracy and generalizability, the 95% confidence intervals and 95% 
credibility intervals for each effect size were calculated. A confidence interval reflects the 
accuracy of and an index of sampling error for a given effect size estimate. In this sense, the 
confidence interval indicates if the effect size is significant; i.e. a confidence interval which does 
not include zero indicates that the effect size is significantly different from zero. A credibility 
interval, on the other hand, gives information about whether or not the included studies represent 
one population or subpopulations; i.e. a credibility interval which includes zero suggests that we 
should search for moderators due to variability across the studies (Whitener, 1990).  Theoretical 
moderators were examined through the use of subgroup meta-analyses.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 
Sex Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment 
 The first hypothesis proposed that women would be more likely to experience perceived 
workplace mistreatment in comparison to men. In regard to mistreatment overall, we can see in 
Table 1 that sex differences are minimal (δ = .07; k = 155; N = 130,881), although in the 
predicted direction and the 95% confidence interval suggests this difference is significantly 
different from zero [.05, .09]. However, the 95% credibility interval crosses zero [-.21, .35], 
which is an indication that we should search for moderators that are affecting this subgroup 
difference.  
A meta-analysis of mistreatment type (Table 3) reveals similar results to overall 
mistreatment: subgroup differences between men and women in the perception of workplace 
mistreatment are minimal. Of the mistreatment types analyzed, two are not in the predicted 
direction, meaning men experiences slightly more mistreatment than women: (ostracism: δ = -
.06; k = 6; N = 989 and abusive supervision: δ = -.13; k = 30; N = 10,583) although only the 
abusive supervision effect size is significantly different from zero (95% CI [-.18, -.08]). 
Additionally, harassment is the only other mistreatment type which demonstrates significant 
differences between men and women (δ = .17; k = 25; N = 58,679; 95% CI [.03, .22]). Of the 
eight types of mistreatment analyzed (see Table 2), all credibility intervals cross zero, which 
merits a search for moderators.   
Unfortunately, due to limited number of samples which included source information, 
moderator analyses of the influence of mistreatment source on differences between all subgroups 
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of the four individual difference groups were largely unable to be determined. However, a 
comparison of insiders (supervisors and coworkers) versus outsiders (customers, clients/patients, 
and the public) was conducted for sex, age, and Minority/White differences. This information is 
a valuable first step in itself because research suggests that not only do employees tend to 
experience more mistreatment from organizational outsiders (Grandey, Kern, & Frone, 2007), 
but the response to mistreatment from insiders versus outsiders likely differs. Insiders tend to 
have a greater impact on the employee’s work experience, such as job security and sense of 
belonging. In comparison, outsiders typically do not impact an employee’s place in the 
organization, and the interaction is often short and easy to evacuate (Hershcovis & Barling, 
2010). 
Interestingly, a comparison of insider mistreatment versus outsider mistreatment shows 
sex differences in opposing directions (Table 3): overall mistreatment experienced by insiders 
was reported more often by men (δ = -.09; k = 25, N = 8,158) but overall mistreatment 
experienced by outsiders was reported more often by women (δ = .07; k = 9, N = 2,356).  Both of 
these differences are significantly different from zero, although the credibility interval for 
insiders suggests additional moderators, and again, the strength of these differences is minimal. 
The only mistreatment type with k’s large enough to analyze across sources was incivility, 
although the k’s are small. In terms of incivility, sex subgroup differences are negligible and 
insignificant (insiders δ = .00; k = 2, N = 259 outsiders δ = .04; k = 4, N = 395).    
Further analyses of the influence of the mistreatment measure revealed similar results: 
differences were negligible between men and women (Table 9). In regards to the type of item, 
behavioral checklists are used most often across types of mistreatment and typically have slightly 
stronger effects in comparison to a direct question measure (e.g. harassment: direct question δ = 
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.07; k = 4; N = 3,688 versus behavioral checklist δ = .18; k = 19, N = 51,750) although 
sometimes in the opposite direction (e.g. discrimination: direct question δ = -.02; k = 14; N = 
10,873 versus behavioral checklist δ = .04; k = 30, N = 22,005; psychological aggression: direct 
question δ = .06; k = 4; N = 3,624 versus behavioral checklist δ = -.12; k = 12; N = 5,800). No 
consistent differences among the three types of response scales were found. Overall, regardless 
of type of items or response scale, the difference between men and women remains negligible 
with no consistent pattern of differences between moderator levels, and the largest subgroup 
difference being δ = .22 (k = 2; N = 518; harassment measures that used an intensity Likert 
scale).  
Race Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment 
 The second hypothesis anticipated that minorities would experience more perceived 
workplace mistreatment than the majority White group. In Table 1 we can see that racial 
differences are minimal, even at the level of specific racial groups, although these differences are 
in the predicted direction. Minority/White differences (δ = .05; k = 51, N = 59,051; 95% CI [.03, 
.08]) and Black/White differences (δ = .06; k = 24; N = 40,408; 95% CI [.02, .10]) for overall 
mistreatment were significantly different from zero, with the smallest difference found between 
Hispanics and Whites (δ = .02; k = 6; N = 10,927) and the largest between Asians and Whites (δ 
= .08; k = 4; N = 7,720). A search for moderators was warranted due to the fact that the 
credibility intervals for all four racial group differences crossed zero.  
 Subsequent meta-analyses of the type of mistreatment revealed similar results to overall 
mistreatment: differences between minorities and Whites are minimal (Table 6). A limited 
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number of analyses could be conducted on specific racial groups due to a lack of relevant 
studies. An interesting finding within harassment is a significant difference in the predicted 
direction between Hispanics and Whites (δ = .24; k = 2; N = 340) that is relatively larger than the 
differences between Minorities and Whites (δ = .02; k = 16; N = 19,189) or Blacks and Whites (δ 
= -.01; k = 6; N = 9,057). However, the Hispanic/White analysis is based on only two samples so 
should be interpreted with caution. In comparison, the difference between Hispanics and Whites 
within discrimination was non-significant (δ = .02; k = 4; N = 10,587; 95% CI [-.11, .14]). 
Significant Minority/White (δ = .08; k = 22; N = 31,058; 95% CI [.07, .14]) and Black/White (δ 
= .08; k = 16; N = 29,547; 95% CI [.03, .13]) differences were found for discrimination, although 
the differences remain small. The only effect sizes that were not in the predicted direction are 
Black/White differences in perceptions of harassment (δ = -.01; k = 6; N = 9,057) and 
Minority/White differences in perceptions of violence (δ = -.03; k = 2; N = 1,227), although these 
are each based on only two studies and remain negligible effect sizes.  
 Limited analyses could be conducted on the influence of mistreatment source on racial 
group differences in the perception of workplace mistreatment. In Table 7 we see that the effect 
sizes for both insiders and outsiders are in the predicted direction for Minority/White differences 
in perceptions of overall mistreatment. However, the effect size for outsiders is relatively larger 
(δ = .14; k = 3; N = 3,840; 95% CI [.06, .22]) than the effect size for insiders (δ = .02; k = 2; N = 
622; 95% CI [-.04, .09]). This analysis is based on limited samples, so the results should be 
interpreted with caution, and the effect sizes are consistent with overall minimal group 
differences.  
 Analyses of measurement item type and response scale found similar overall results: 
differences between Minorities and Whites in the perception of workplace mistreatment are 
  
 
29 
minimal (Table 12; largest δ = .14; k = 11; N = 17,331; Minority/White differences in 
discrimination using an intensity response scale). In terms of overall mistreatment, behavioral 
measures have consistently larger effect sizes among racial groups in comparison to direct 
question measures (behavioral: δ = .07; k = 30; N = 40,155 for Minority/White, δ = .08; k = 11; N 
= 29,052 for Black/White, and δ = .08; k = 3; N = 5,476 for Hispanic/White versus direct: δ = -
.01; k = 14; N = 15,542 for Minority/White, δ = .00; k = 10; N = 10.349 for Black/White, and δ = 
-.03; k = 2; N = 5,341 for Hispanic/White). Overall, among the types of mistreatment behavioral 
checklists also had slightly larger effect sizes than direct question measures. In terms of the 
response scale, among the types of mistreatment, yes/no response scales most often had an effect 
size close to zero or negative, whereas intensity scales typically had the largest effect sizes and 
frequency scales fell in the middle. However, all effect sizes remain minimal.  
Age Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment 
 Age differences in the perception of workplace mistreatment followed a similar pattern as 
sex and race differences. In Table 2 we can see that the results are in the predicted direction of 
hypothesis three. In terms of overall mistreatment, younger individuals experience slightly more 
mistreatment in comparison to older individuals, yet the differences are negligible (ρ = -.05, k = 
145; N = 84,804; 95% CI [-.07, -.04]) and the credibility interval overlaps zero, which indicates 
we should search for moderators.  
 Follow up meta-analyses on mistreatment types found a narrow range of effect sizes 
across mistreatment types (Table 4, ρ = -.01; k = 11; N = 4,822 for violence to ρ = -.08, k = 13; N 
= 6,582 for psychological aggression). All effect sizes for the various types of mistreatment are 
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in the predicted direction but minimal. Of the eight types of mistreatment, only three have 
insignificant differences between older and younger workers (violence 95% CI [-.05, .03]; 
incivility 95% CI[ -.10, .04]; ostracism 95% CI [-.07, .02]).  
 Moderator analyses of the source of mistreatment could only be conducted on overall 
mistreatment (Table 8). Insiders were found to have a smaller effect size (ρ = -.04; k = 32; N = 
10,248) in comparison to outsiders (ρ = -.19; k = 6; N = 1,850), although both are in the predicted 
direction and significant. In regards to the measurement moderator, effect sizes have minimal 
range and are largely consistent with the predicted direction, regardless of type of item or 
response scale (Table 10). The largest effect size is ρ = -.27 (k = 3; N = 1,359: psychological 
aggression as measured with an intensity Likert scale), although this is still a small difference. 
Similarly, the largest difference between moderator levels is for psychological aggression and 
type of response scale (frequency ρ = -.06; k = 9; N = 4,672 versus intensity ρ = -.27; k = 3; N = 
1,359) although neither are significant. Effect sizes rarely change direction based on 
measurement (e.g. bullying, direct question ρ = .01; k = 2; N = 3,791 versus behavioral question 
ρ = -.08; k = 15; N = 4,292) and even so, overall effect sizes remain minimal.  
Tenure Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment 
 The fourth hypothesis posited that workers with shorter tenure are more likely to 
experience perceived workplace mistreatment. The meta-analytic results suggest there are 
minimal differences in this regard. An examination of overall mistreatment and tenure 
differences found a significant effect in the predicted direction, but the effect size is negligible 
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(Table 2, ρ = -.09; k = 48; N = 37,663; 95% CI [-.12, -.07]). The credibility interval includes 
zero, so a moderator search is warranted. 
 Analyses of the type of mistreatment and tenure differences were restricted to six types of 
mistreatment due to limited samples (Table 5). Additionally, several meta-analyses have small 
k’s and should be interpreted with caution. Again, the effect sizes indicate minimal differences 
between workers with shorter tenure and workers with longer tenure with most effect sizes in the 
predicted direction. Harassment has the largest subgroup difference (ρ = -.15; k = 4; N = 11,168; 
95% CI [-.25, -.05]), followed by bullying (ρ = -.10; k = 6; N = 2,178; 95% CI [-.16, -.05]) and 
discrimination (ρ = -.09; k = 20; N = 18,031; 95% CI [-.13, -.09]). The remaining effect sizes are 
closer to zero, although overall the effect sizes are minimal.  
 Source could not be analyzed as a moderator of tenure differences in mistreatment due to 
a lack of relevant samples. Analyses of measurement as a moderator of tenure differences could 
only be conducted on overall mistreatment, harassment, and discrimination (Table 11). Across 
all three, behavioral checklists have stronger effect sizes in the predicted direction and are 
significant whereas direction question measures have effect sizes much closer to zero. Effect 
sizes within moderator level of response scale are inconsistent, although effect sizes for intensity 
Likert scales for both overall mistreatment and discrimination are zero.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION 
The results of this meta-analysis do not coincide with theory and popular belief, and 
suggest that there are minimal subgroup differences in the perception of workplace mistreatment 
for each individual difference group examined (sex, race, age, and tenure). As the effect sizes are 
usually minimal, and the few small to moderate effect sizes are often based on small k’s, 
interpretation and comparison of the effect sizes at varying levels of moderators is difficult. 
However, I will briefly discuss the results before delving more thoroughly into potential 
explanations and implications.  
In the current study, effect sizes are typically in the predicted direction, yet a corrected d 
can only be considered moderate in one scenario: Hispanic/White differences in the perception 
of harassment (δ = .24; k = 2; N = 340), although this effect was analyzed with only two samples. 
All other effect sizes for sex and race were less than δ = .20 (a small effect size). In the case of 
age and tenure, corrected r’s are rarely larger than + .10 (a small effect size) and never larger 
than + .30 (a moderate effect size) when analyzing potential differences between older versus 
younger workers and workers with shorter versus longer tenure. However, one interesting case is 
sex differences for abusive supervision (δ = -.13; k = 30; N = 10,583, 95% CI [-.18, -.08]). This 
effect size, while small, is fairly robust in the number of studies included and is significantly 
different from zero; it suggests that men experience more perceived abusive supervision than 
women. This is in contrast to the other mistreatment types and sex differences which are 
typically close to zero and indicate women experience slightly more mistreatment than men. This 
curious outcome may come about due to a male perspective of abusive supervision. First, 
supervisors are likely to be male: according to Adler (1994), men more often hold positions of 
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higher power and the Grant Thornton International Business Report (Grant Thornton, 2013) 
indicates that only 24% of senior management positions are held by women. In addition, research 
suggests that men may report more instances of abusive supervision type behaviors, but do not 
consider such behaviors to be mistreatment (Johannsdottir & Olafsson, 2004). This is likely due 
to the exchanges between men that can include behaviors that seem abusive to an observer but 
the involved parties consider the behaviors to be a form of camaraderie. Overall, this means that 
abusive supervision effects are biased due to the majority of supervisors being men who 
exchange more frequent “abusive” behaviors with fellow men than with women.  
Further examination of moderators found nominal differences in estimates: regardless of 
mistreatment type, source, and measurement, subgroup differences remain negligible and not 
practically significant. Analyses of the impact of mistreatment source on the magnitude of 
subgroup differences were restricted to sex, race, and age due to a lack of samples. The influence 
of source at the sub-level of mistreatment type could only be conducted for sex differences and 
incivility. However, the k’s for incivility are small and the effect sizes remain negligible 
regardless of source. In terms of sex differences and overall mistreatment, a notable yet still very 
small difference was found in that the effect size for insiders (δ = -.09; k = 25; N = 8,158) is in 
the opposing direction to outsiders (δ = .07; k = 9; N = 2,356). Since the majority of insiders for 
this analysis are supervisors, this suggests that men perceive more workplace mistreatment from 
supervisors, whereas women perceive more mistreatment from outsiders such as customers. A 
minority/white comparison could be made for overall mistreatment and found that the lower 
power group (minorities) reported more perceived mistreatment from outsiders (δ = .14; k = 3; N 
= 3,840) than insiders (δ = .02; k = 2; N = 622). However, these effects should be interpreted 
with caution due to the small k’s. Finally, age revealed a similar pattern in that the lower power 
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group (younger workers) reported more perceived mistreatment from outsiders (ρ = -.18; k = 6; N 
= 1,850) then insiders (ρ = -.04; k = 32; N = 10,248).  The results for age and race differences 
suggest that mistreatment from outsiders is varied and may be more difficult to agree upon 
among groups.  
Moderator analyses of the measurement item type and response scale reveal no clear 
pattern in the magnitude of subgroup differences. However, among sex and tenure subgroup 
differences, behavioral checklists typically have larger effect sizes than direct question methods. 
These results may suggest stronger effect sizes when a behavioral checklist is used to measure 
perceived workplace mistreatment, but the magnitude of differences is small and overall effect 
sizes remain negligible.  
Unfortunately, moderator analyses were often restricted to an examination of 
mistreatment at the overall level. However, we should refrain from interpreting the results of 
overall mistreatment too closely, as this composite encompasses differing types of mistreatment 
which, while all negative behaviors, can differ in terms of severity, perpetrator source, and 
motive. Therefore, effect sizes based on overall mistreatment cannot be considered 
representative of an overarching construct which encompasses all forms of mistreatment. 
Nevertheless, effect sizes within mistreatment types are not fundamentally different than overall 
mistreatment.  
In light of the results, there are several perspectives we can take in moving forward. First, 
by and large, the effect sizes for group differences in perceived workplace mistreatment were in 
the predicted direction: women, minorities, younger workers, and less tenured workers tend to 
report slightly more perceived mistreatment in comparison to men, Whites, older workers, and 
more tenured workers.  While these effect sizes are minimal, even very small subgroup 
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differences can be meaningful. The negative consequences associated with workplace 
mistreatment are not minimal (e.g. Nielsen, Matthiesen, & Einarsen, 2010; Willness, Steel, & 
Lee, 2007) and any data that can help reduce these consequences is important. While the cutoffs 
for small, moderate, and large effect sizes as posed by Cohen (1988) might be fairly standard, 
other researchers may disagree with these particular cutoffs. In addition, the concept of the 
magnitude for group differences may be better viewed as a relative matter: research on sex 
differences in other streams of research indicate small differences are the norm (Eagly, 1995). 
This means that the minimal differences uncovered in this study are not abnormal and may still 
have practical implications for mistreatment interventions.  
A second explanation is that perhaps larger group differences exist, but we have yet to 
statistically uncover them. In spite of some research which suggests some types of mistreatment 
are common (up to 18% of the global workforce experience bullying; Nielsen, Matthiesen, & 
Einarsen, 2010), it may be that mistreatment for the most part is rare. In a similar way to 
measuring safety incidents, it is more difficult to reliably measure experiences which do not 
frequently occur (Wallace, Paul, Landis, & Vodanovich, 2012). People are prone to forget such 
incidents over time and mistreatment is not a phenomenon easily measured in real time. In this 
sense, it may be that mistreatment measures are deficient and currently unable to capture 
mistreatment as seen from the perspective of varying groups. There is also the possibility that 
groups will deny mistreatment of themselves personally even if they believe their group as a 
whole experiences mistreatment (Taylor, Wright, & Porter, 1994). This can deflate the rate at 
which these individuals report the experience of mistreatment during research studies and make 
it appear that group differences do not exist.  
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Similarly, it may be that subgroup differences occur in boundary conditions not examined 
in this study. First, group membership plays a large role in many types of mistreatment (Ashforth 
& Mael, 1989; Cortina, 2008; Rowe, 1990; Tajfel & Turner, 1985), so a comparison between 
mistreatment based on group identity versus non group identity may parse out stronger group 
differences. Second, a combination of different types of discrimination and harassment may hide 
true subgroup differences, hence, specific types of discrimination and harassment may further 
delineate group differences. For example, race differences for racial discrimination will likely be 
larger than for gender discrimination, just as sex differences for gender discrimination will likely 
be larger than for racial discrimination because each particular type of mistreatment is directly 
related to the group identity of the group under analysis. More extensive moderator analyses may 
uncover larger and more specific subgroup differences.  
Finally, it is possible that subgroup differences in perceived workplace mistreatment are 
in fact close to zero. This could be a reflection of a cultural shift toward equality and the 
enforcement of laws and regulations by the EEOC that are required of many organizations. In 
this scenario, occurrences of mistreatment are so rare and can happen to anyone, regardless of 
group membership or level of power. This seems counterintuitive considering the number of 
harassment and discrimination cases filed with the EEOC every year, but it may be that most of 
these cases do not consist of mistreatment in the legal sense and are dismissed. It is also possible 
that overall group differences do not exist and instead the difference lies at the individual level. 
According to the attributional perspective (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) stable individual 
differences rather than group membership or level of power will determine how a person will 
interpret a situation as either mistreatment or not (Kobynowicz & Brancombe, 1997, e.g. self 
esteem). Altogether, if it is true that subgroup differences are close to zero, researchers and 
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practitioners should continue to take a broad approach to mistreatment rather than focusing 
interventions and research on particular subgroups.   
Like any study, this meta-analysis has limitations. First, data was limited in the extent to 
which the moderators could be examined. Mistreatment source could only be examined in terms 
of insiders versus outsiders, and differences may be more apparent at a deeper level such as 
comparing mistreatment by coworkers, supervisors, customers, and patients. Analyses of 
measurement as a moderator were also limited in that not all types of mistreatment could be 
examined within the four individual difference groups (sex, race, age, and tenure), and 
comparisons between moderator levels could often not be made due to a paucity of studies. 
Second, as previously mentioned, the measures of mistreatment included in this study are meant 
to measure mistreatment as perceived by the recipient. However, some items may be endorsed by 
individuals who experienced the specified behavior but did not consider the behavior to be 
mistreatment. This has the potential to mask true subgroup differences. However, psychometric 
properties of the majority of mistreatment measures are strong which suggests that these 
measures serve as a pertinent proxy for perceived mistreatment. Third, judgment calls had to be 
made for including and coding more ambiguous types of mistreatment that were not explicitly 
labeled as one the eight types of mistreatment examined. However, these instances were rare. 
This study is the first comprehensive meta-analytic examination of subgroup differences 
in workplace mistreatment as perceived by the recipient. However, the current study reveals that 
minimal differences exist in these perceptions between subgroups of four individual difference 
groups (sex, race, age, and tenure). Moderator analyses also indicate that these differences 
remain marginal regardless of mistreatment type, source of mistreatment, or measurement. 
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Further research is merited to explicitly measure subgroup differences and to more clearly 
delineate the boundary conditions of these differences.  
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APPENDIX:  
TABLES 
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Table 1  
Sex and Race Differences in Mistreatment 
Note. k: number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N: total sample size in the meta-analysis; d: sample-size weighted mean d value; δ: d value corrected for 
attenuation; SDδ: standard deviation of corrected d value; 95% CI-L/U: lower/upper bound of confidence interval; 95% CR-L/U; lower/upper bound of 
credibility interval; % Var: percent of variance accounted for by sampling error. M/W Differences: Minority/White differences; B/W Differences: 
Black/White Differences; H/W Differences: Hispanic/White Differences; A/W Differences: Asian/White Differences. 
 
Table 2 
Age and Tenure Differences in Mistreatment 
 
k N r ρˆ  SDρ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Age Differences 145 84,804 -.05 -.05 .09 -.07 -.04 -.22 .12 19.89 
Tenure Differences 48 37,663 -.09 -.09 .09 -.12 -.07 -.27 .09 14.39 
Note. k: number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N: total sample size in the meta-analysis; r: sample-size weighted mean correlation; ρˆ : correlation 
corrected for attenuation; SDρ: standard deviation of corrected correlation; 95% CI-L/U: lower/upper bound of confidence interval; 95% CR-L/U; 
lower/upper bound of credibility interval; % Var: percent of variance accounted for by sampling error.  
 
 
k N d δ SDδ  
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var  
Sex Differences 155 130,881 .07 .07 .14 .05 .09 -.21 .35 6.31 
M/W Differences 51 59,051 .05 .05 .11 .03 .08 -.16 .27 7.46 
B/W Differences 24 40,408 .06 .06 .10 .02 .10 -.50 .28 5.79 
H/W Differences 6 10,927 .02 .02 .08 -.04 .08 -.12 .17 9.77 
A/W Differences 4 7,720 .08 .08 .23 -.14 .30 -.37 .53 0.99 
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Table 3  
Sex Differences and Type of Mistreatment 
 
k N d δ SDδ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Harassment 25 58,679 .16 .17 .12 .03 .22 -.06 .41 3.21 
Discrimination 45 33,412 .02 .02 .09 -.01 .05 -.6 .20 15.39 
Violence 9 4,238 .01 .01 .08 -.05 .06 -.14 .16 30.77 
Bullying 22 14,360 .00 .00 .09 -.04 .04 -.17 .17 18.59 
Incivility 15 4,767 .02 .02 .08 -.03 .07 -.14 .85 34.00 
Ostracism 6 989 -.05 -.06 .04 -.13 .01 -.14 .03 78.95 
Abusive Supervision 30 10,583 -.12 -.13 .13 -.18 -.08 -.38 .13 14.92 
Psychological Aggression 16 9,424 .02 .02 .07 -.02 .05 -.10 .15 32.68 
Note. k: number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N: total sample size in the meta-analysis; d: sample-size weighted mean d value; δ: d value corrected for 
attenuation; SDδ: standard deviation of corrected d value; 95% CI-L/U: lower/upper bound of confidence interval; 95% CR-L/U; lower/upper bound of 
credibility interval; % Var: percent of variance accounted for by sampling error. 
 
Table 4  
Age Differences and Type of Mistreatment 
 
k N r ρˆ  SDρ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Harassment 24 18,489 -.06 -.06 .06 -.09 -.04 -.18 .05 32.03 
Discrimination 36 25,974 -.03 -.03 .07 -.06 -.01 -.18 .11 23.08 
Violence 11 4,822 -.01 -.01 .05 -.05 .03 -.10 .08 58.66 
Bullying 23 11,496 -.05 -.05 .04 -.07 -.03 -.13 .03 57.34 
Incivility 15 3,850 -.03 -.03 .13 -.10 .04 -.28 .22 20.93 
Ostracism 7 1,204 -.02 -.02 .00 -.07 .02 -.02 -.02 100.00 
Abusive Supervision 34 11,966 -.07 -.07 .14 -.12 -.02 -.35 .21 13.01 
Psychological Aggression 13 6,582 -.08 -.08 .10 -.14 -.03 -.28 .11 19.12 
Note. k: number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N: total sample size in the meta-analysis; r: sample-size weighted mean correlation; ρˆ : correlation 
corrected for attenuation; SDρ: standard deviation of corrected correlation; 95% CI-L/U: lower/upper bound of confidence interval; 95% CR-L/U; 
lower/upper bound of credibility interval; % Var: percent of variance accounted for by sampling error.  
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Table 5  
Tenure Differences and Type of Mistreatment 
 
k N r ρˆ  SDρ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Harassment 4 11,168 -.13 -.15 .11 -.25 -.05 -.36 .06 3.52 
Discrimination 20 18,031 -.08 -.09 .09 -.13 -.09 -.26 .08 14.54 
Violence 3 880 .01 .01 .08 -.09 .11 -.14 .16 41.88 
Bullying 6 2,178 -.10 -.10 .04 -.16 -.05 -.90 -.02 59.94 
Incivility 4 1,016 .02 .02 .06 -.06 .10 -.10 .14 55.05 
Abusive Supervision 11 4,591 -.01 -.01 .00 -.03 .02 -.04 .00 99.24 
Note. k: number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N: total sample size in the meta-analysis; r: sample-size weighted mean correlation; ρˆ : correlation 
corrected for attenuation; SDρ: standard deviation of corrected correlation; 95% CI-L/U: lower/upper bound of confidence interval; 95% CR-L/U; 
lower/upper bound of credibility interval; % Var: percent of variance accounted for by sampling error.  
 
Table 6  
Race Differences and Type of Mistreatment 
 
k N d δ SDδ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Harassment           
M/W Differences 16 19,189 .02 .02 .10 -.02 .07 -.17 .21 10.07 
B/W Differences 6 9,057 -.01 -.01 .08 -.06 .08 -.16 .14 13.40 
H/W Differences 2 340 .21 .24 .15 .04 .45 -.04 .53 25.11 
Discrimination           
M/W Differences 22 31,058 .08 .09 .13 .07 .14 -.17 .34 4.89 
B/W Differences 16 29,547 .07 .08 .12 .03 .13 -.15 .31 4.84 
H/W Differences 4 10,587 .02 .02 .06 -.04 .08 -.11 .14 9.76 
A/W Differences 3 6,793 .09 .10 .24 -.17 .37 -.37 .57 0.76 
Violence           
M/W Differences 2 1,227 -.03 -.03 .06 -.13 .07 -.15 .09 31.26 
Bullying           
M/W Differences 3 1,768 .03 .03 .05 -.04 .10 -.06 .12 45.05 
Incivility           
M/W Differences 3 1,034 .14 .15 .07 .06 .24 .02 .28 42.49 
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k N d δ SDδ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
B/W Differences 2 868 .18 .19 .00 .16 .22 .19 .19 100.00 
Abusive Supervision           
M/W Differences 2 1929 .07 .08 .00 .06 .10 .08 .08 100.00 
Psychological Aggression           
M/W Differences 6 7,133 .01 .01 .07 -.05 .07 -.34 .16 15.25 
Note. k: number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N: total sample size in the meta-analysis; d: sample-size weighted mean d value; δ: d value corrected for 
attenuation; SDδ: standard deviation of corrected d value; 95% CI-L/U: lower/upper bound of confidence interval; 95% CR-L/U; lower/upper bound of 
credibility interval; % Var: percent of variance accounted for by sampling error. M/W Differences: Minority/White differences; B/W Differences: 
Black/White Differences; H/W Differences: Hispanic/White Differences; A/W Differences: Asian/White Differences. 
 
Table 7  
Source as a Moderator of Sex and Race Differences in Mistreatment 
 
k N d δ SDδ  
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Sex Differences           
Insiders 25 8,158 -.09 -.09 .11 -.14 -.04 -.31 .13 20.64 
Outsiders 9 2,356 .07 .07 .03 .03 .12 .01 .14 82.13 
Incivility and Sex 
Differences 
          
Insiders 2 259 .00 .00 .00 -.03 .03 .00 .00 100.00 
Outsiders 4 395 .03 .04 .11 -.11 .18 -.17 .24 44.87 
M/W Differences           
Insiders  2 622 .02 .02 .00 -.04 .09 .02 .02 100.00 
Outsiders  3 3,840 .13 .14 .07 .06 .22 .01 .28 14.94 
Note. k: number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N: total sample size in the meta-analysis; d: sample-size weighted mean d value; δ: d value corrected for 
attenuation; SDδ: standard deviation of corrected d value; 95% CI-L/U: lower/upper bound of confidence interval; 95% CR-L/U; lower/upper bound of 
credibility interval; % Var: percent of variance accounted for by sampling error. M/W Differences: Minority/White differences. 
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Table 8 
Source as a Moderator of Age Differences in Mistreatment 
Note. k: number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N: total sample size in the meta-analysis; r: sample-size weighted mean correlation; ρˆ : correlation 
corrected for attenuation; SDρ: standard deviation of corrected correlation; 95% CI-L/U: lower/upper bound of confidence interval; 95% CR-L/U; 
lower/upper bound of credibility interval; % Var: percent of variance accounted for by sampling error.  
 
Table 9  
Moderator Analyses of Measurement Type on Sex Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment 
 
k N d δ SDδ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Mistreatment            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 22 25,499 -.01 -.01 .08 -.04 .02 -.16 .14 15.31 
Behavioral   111 93,106 .08 .09 .15 .06 .12 -.21 .39 5.41 
Response Scale           
Frequency 84 80,812 .09 .10 .15 .07 .13 -.19 .39 4.88 
Intensity  43 11,292 .02 .03 .19 -.03 .08 -.34 .39 11.04 
Yes/No  8 14,446 -.01 -.01 .05 -.04 .02 -.01 .08 24.87 
Harassment            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 4 3,688 .07 .07 .11 -.04 .19 -.15 .30 8.09 
Behavioral   19 51,750 .17 .18 .12 .13 .23 -.05 .42 2.76 
Response Scale           
Frequency 16 49,160 .18 .19 .12 .14 .25 -.04 .42 2.63 
Intensity 2 518 .21 .22 .00 .21 .23 .22 .22 100.00 
Yes/No 2 3,453 -.04 -.04 0 -.07 -.01 -.04 -.04 100.00 
Discrimination            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 14 10,873 -.01 -.02 .04 -.04 .01 -.10 -.06 48.47 
 
k N r ρˆ  SDρ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Age Differences           
Insiders 32 10,248 -.04 -.04 .08 -.07 -.01 -.20 .12 33.14 
Outsiders 6 1,850 -.18 -.19 .06 -.25 -.13 -.31 -.08 50.58 
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k N d δ SDδ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Behavioral   30 22,005 .04 .04 .11 -.00 .08 -.17 .25 12.18 
Response Scale           
Frequency 6 8,794 -.01 -.01 .00 -.02 .00 -.01 -.01 100.00 
Intensity 29 8,035 .07 .08 .16 .02 .13 -.23 .38 14.26 
Yes/No 4 9,995 -.01 -.01 .04 -.05 .03 -.09 .07 25.82 
Violence            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 2 2,696 .06 .06 .01 .02 .10 .05 .07 96.29 
Behavioral   7 1,542 -.09 -.10 .00 -.14 -.06 -.10 -.10 100.00 
Bullying            
Type of Item           
           
Direct Question 2 6,585 -.05 -.05 .06 -.13 .04 -.17 .07 8.14 
Behavioral   16 5,369 .04 .04 .10 -.01 .09 -.15 .23 25.45 
Abusive Supervision            
Response Scale           
Frequency 19 7,856 -.11 -.11 .11 -.17 -.06 -.33 .10 17.03 
Intensity 10 2,271 -.17 -.18 .17 -.29 -.07 -.51 .16 13.27 
Psychological Aggression            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 4 3,624 .06 .06 .03 .02 .10 .01 .12 60.63 
Behavioral   12 5,800 -.01 -.12 .06 -.05 .03 -.14 .11 38.43 
Note. k: number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N: total sample size in the meta-analysis; d: sample-size weighted mean d value; δ: d value corrected for 
attenuation; SDδ: standard deviation of corrected d value; 95% CI-L/U: lower/upper bound of confidence interval; 95% CR-L/U; lower/upper bound of 
credibility interval; % Var: percent of variance accounted for by sampling error. 
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Table 10  
Moderator Analyses of Measurement on Age Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment 
 
k N r ρˆ  SDρ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Mistreatment            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 24 24,892 -.04 -.05 .09 -.08 -.01 -.27 .13 12.30 
Behavioral   98 43,321 -.05 -.05 .09 -.07 -.03 -.24 .13 22.28 
 Response Scale           
 Frequency 71 31,816 -.06 -.07 .07 -.09 -.05 -.21 .07 32.64 
 Intensity  40 13,650 -.03 -.03 .53 -.08 .02 -.33 .27 12.38 
 Yes/No  11 17,371 -.06 -.06 .06 -.10 -.03 -.18 .05 19.61 
Harassment            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 6 3,802 -.05 -.05 .08 -.17 .01 -.21 .10 23.56 
Behavioral   16 12,431 -.06 -.07 .06 -.10 -.04 -.18 .04 33.33 
Response Scale           
Frequency 18 12,920 -.07 -.08 .05 -.11 -.05 -.18 .03 37.31 
Yes/No 2 2,551 -.00 -.00 .05 -.08 .08 -.0 .10 24.11 
Discrimination            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 16 16,074 -.05 -.05 .05 -.08 -.03 -.16 .05 29.63 
Behavioral   19 9,854 .00 .00 .09 -.04 .04 -.17 .17 22.25 
Response Scale           
Intensity 23 9,326 .02 .02 .08 -.02 .06 -.14 .18 31.52 
Yes/No 8 14,749 -.07 -.08 .05 -.11 -.04 -.18 .03 20.86 
Violence            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 3 2,729 -.01 -.01 .05 -.08 .05 -.12 .09 33.39 
Behavioral   8 2,093 -.01 -.01 .03 -.06 .04 -.07 .06 81.38 
Bullying            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 2 3,791 .01 .01 .04 -.06 .06 -.07 .08 26.08 
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k N r ρˆ  SDρ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Behavioral   15 4,294 -.08 -.08 .00 -.10 -.06 -.08 -.08 100.00 
Abusive Supervision            
Response Scale           
Frequency 21 8,442 -.06 -.07 -.06 -.10 -.03 -.19 .06 39.27 
Intensity 11 2,698 -.12 -.12 .27 -.28 .04 -.65 .40 5.61 
Psychological Aggression            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 2 768 -.06 -.07 .00 -.09 -.06 -.07 -.07 100.00 
Behavioral   11 5,814 -.08 -.08 .11 -.15 -.02 -.30 .13 16.22 
Response Scale           
Frequency 9 4,672 -.06 -.06 .11 -.13 .01 -.27 .15 16.04 
Intensity 3 1,359 -.11 -.27 .03 -.19 -.07 -.19 -.07 74.68 
Note. k: number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N: total sample size in the meta-analysis; r: sample-size weighted mean correlation; ρˆ : correlation 
corrected for attenuation; SDρ: standard deviation of corrected correlation; 95% CI-L/U: lower/upper bound of confidence interval; 95% CR-L/U; 
lower/upper bound of credibility interval; % Var: percent of variance accounted for by sampling error.  
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Table 11  
Moderator Analyses of Measurement Type on Tenure Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment 
 
k N r ρˆ  SDρ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Mistreatment            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 7 5,325 .00 .00 .06 -.05 .05 -.11 .11 33.36 
Behavioral   38 31,458 -.10 -.11 .09 -.40 -.08 -.28 .06 14.85 
 Response Scale           
Frequency 26 21,612 -.10 -.11 .09 -.14 -.07 -.29 .08 13.50 
Intensity  13 4,024 .00 .00 .09 -.06 .06 -.18 .18 31.07 
Yes/No  4 6,699 -.07 -.08 .09 -.15 -.00 -.25 .09 10.05 
Harassment            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 2 2,450 .02 -.02 0 -.00 .04 .02 .02 100 
Behavioral   2 8,718 -.18 -.20 .07 -.29 -.10 -.34 -.06 4.80 
Response Scale           
Frequency 2 8,718 -.18 -.20 .07 -.29 -.10 -.34 -.06 4.80 
Yes/No 2 2450 .02 .02 0 -.00 .04 .02 .02 100 
Discrimination            
Type of Item           
Direct Question 6 3,214 -.01 -.01 .07 -.07 .06 -.15 .14 29.37 
Behavioral   14 14,817 -.10 -.10 .08 -.15 -.06 -.26 .05 14.66 
Response Scale           
Frequency 6 5,496 -.07 -.08 .08 -.14 -.01 -.23 .08 16.06 
Intensity 8 3,133 .00 .00 .11 -.07 .08 -.21 .21 20.84 
Yes/No 2 4,249 -.12 -.14 .06 -.21 -.06 -.25 -.02 15.32 
Note. k: number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N: total sample size in the meta-analysis; r: sample-size weighted mean correlation; ρˆ : correlation 
corrected for attenuation; SDρ: standard deviation of corrected correlation; 95% CI-L/U: lower/upper bound of confidence interval; 95% CR-L/U; 
lower/upper bound of credibility interval; % Var: percent of variance accounted for by sampling error.  
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Table 12  
Moderator Analyses of Measurement Type on Race Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment 
 
k N d δ SDδ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Mistreatment and M/W 
Differences 
          
Type of Item           
Direct Question 14 15,542 -.01 -.01 .08 -.05 .04 -.17 .16 12.66 
Behavioral   30 40,155 .06 .07 .09 .03 .10 -.11 .24 9.54 
 Response Scale           
Frequency 23 27,161 .03 .03 .08 -.01 .06 -.11 .14 12.41 
Intensity  14 17,829 .12 .13 .12 .07 .19 -.10 .36 6.08 
Yes/No  9 12,362 -.01 -.01 .08 -.06 .04 -.17 .15 11.16 
Mistreatment and B/W 
Differences 
          
Type of Item           
Direct Question 10 10,349 .00 .00 .04 -.06 .07 -.20 .21 9.19 
Behavioral   11 29,052 .08 .08 .10 .03 .38 -.11 .28 4.38 
 Response Scale           
Frequency 7 13,338 .02 .02 .08 -.03 .08 -.13 .17 9.79 
Intensity  5 15,820 .12 .13 .09 .06 .20 -.04 .30 4.69 
Yes/No  8 10,141 -.00 -.00 .09 -.06 .06 -.18 .17 9.86 
Mistreatment and H/W 
Differences 
          
Type of Item           
Direct Question 2 5,341 -.03 -.03 .02 -.07 .00 -.07 .01 49.66 
Behavioral   3 5,476 .08 .08 .07 .01 .16 -.05 .21 12.58 
Response Scale           
Frequency 3 4,134 .05 .06 .06 -.02 .13 -.07 .18 17.16 
Yes/No 2 5,341 -.03 -.03 .02 -.07 .00 -.07 .01 49.66 
Harassment and M/W 
Differences 
          
Type of Item           
Direct Question 5 3,405 -.04 -.04 .06 -.10 .01 -.16 .08 35.64 
  
 
50 
 
k N d δ SDδ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Behavioral   11 15,784 .03 .03 .10 -.02 .09 -.15 .22 8.27 
Response Scale           
Frequency 12 16,212 .03 .03 .10 -.03 .08 -.16 .22 9.04 
Yes/No 3 2,605 -.03 -.03 .07 -.17 .05 -.17 .10 21.91 
Harassment and B/W 
Differences 
          
Type of Item           
Direct Question 3 799 -.04 -.04 .14 -.19 .11 -.32 .23 21.89 
Behavioral   3 8,258 -.00 -.01 .07 -.07 .06 -.14 .13 9.89 
Response Scale           
Frequency 4 8,673 -.01 -.01 .07 -.06 .05 -.13 .12 13.14 
Yes/No 2 384 -.05 -.06 .18 -.32 .20 -.41 .30 14.80 
Discrimination and M/W 
Differences 
          
Type of Item           
Direct Question 10 9,728 .01 .01 .12 -.06 .08 -.22 .24 7.69 
Behavioral   9 18,975 .09 .10 .08 .05 .15 -.06 .26 8.21 
Response Scale           
Frequency 2 4,108 .04 .05 .05 -.02 .12 -.05 .15 20.60 
Intensity 11 17,331 .13 .14 .12 .07 .20 -.09 .36 5.03 
Yes/No 7 9,381 -.00 -.00 .10 -.07 .07 -.19 .19 7.95 
Discrimination and 
B/W Differences 
          
Type of Item           
Direct Question 10 9,725 .01 .01 .12 -.06 .08 -.22 .24 7.62 
Behavioral   6 19,822 .10 .12 .09 .05 .18 -.007 .30 4.18 
Response Scale           
Frequency 2 4,108 .03 .04 .06 -.04 .11 -.07 .15 18.08 
Intensity 5 15,820 .12 .13 .09 .06 .20 -.04 .30 4.69 
Yes/No 7 9,381 .00 .00 .10 -.07 .07 -.19 .19 7.81 
Discrimination and 
H/W Differences 
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k N d δ SDδ 
95% 
CI-L 
95% 
CI-U 
95% 
CR-L 
95% 
CR-U % Var 
Type of Item           
Direct Question 2 5,341 -.03 -.03 .02 -.07 .00 -.07 .01 49.66 
Behavioral   2 5,246 .06 .07 .04 .01 .13 -.01 .15 19.39 
Psychological Aggression 
and M/W Differences 
          
Type of Item           
Direct Question 2 2,587 -.01 -.01 0 -.02 .00 -.01 -.01 100.00 
Behavioral   3 3,094 .02 .03 .10 -.08 .14 -.18 .23 10.10 
Note. k: number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N: total sample size in the meta-analysis; d: sample-size weighted mean d value; δ: d value corrected for 
attenuation; SDδ: standard deviation of corrected d value; 95% CI-L/U: lower/upper bound of confidence interval; 95% CR-L/U; lower/upper bound of 
credibility interval; % Var: percent of variance accounted for by sampling error. M/W Differences: Minority/White differences; B/W Differences: 
Black/White Differences; H/W Differences: Hispanic/White Differences. 
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